METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT
OF NASHVILLE AND DAVIDSON COUNTY

Planning Department
Metro Office Building

800 Second Avenue South
Nashville, Tennessee 37

Minutes
Of the

Metropolitan Planning Commission
9/25/2008
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4:00 PM
Metro Southeast at Genesco Park
1417 Murfreesboro Road

PLANNING COMMISSION: Staff Present:

Phil P°“de.r' Vice Chairman Ann Hammond, Asst. Executive Director
SteV\_/art Clifton David Kleinfelter, Planning Mgr. Il
Derrick Dalton Ted Morrissey, Legal Counsel
H_unter Gee Jason Swaggart, Planner Il
Victor Tyler . Bob Leeman, Planner llI
Councﬂmemper Jim GOHO. Trish Brooks, Admin. Svcs Officer 3
Andrée LeQuire, representing Mayor Karl Dean Craig Owensby, Communications Officer

Brenda Bernards, Planner 11|

Nedra Jones, Planner Il

Brian Sexton, Planner |

Greg Johnson, Planner I

Steve Mishu, Metro Water

Jonathon Honeycutt, Public Works

Scott Adams, Planner |

Cynthia Wood, Planner Ill

Kathryn Withers, Planner I

Hilary Kahnle, Planning Mgr. 11

George Gause, Metro Historic

Jennifer Carlat, Planning Mgr. Il

Commission Members Absent:
James McLean, Chairman
Tonya Jones
Judy Cummings

Mission Statement: The Planning Commission isutdegthe future growth and development for Nashtd
Davidson County to evolve into a more socially,nernically and environmentally sustainable commuwith a
commitment to preservation of important assetgiefit use of public infrastructure, distinctivechdiverse
neighborhood character, free and open civic lified @hoices in housing and transportation.

l. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 4:00 p.m.

Il ADOPTION OF AGENDA

There were no changes to the agenda.

Mr. Clifton moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the matiwhich passed unanimously, to adopt the agengaesented(7-0)
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.  APPROVAL OF SEPTEMBER 11, 2008, MINUTES

Ms. LeQuire moved and Mr. Gotto seconded the motidrich passed unanimously to approve the Septefrihe2008,
minutes as presented7-0)

V. RECOGNITION OF COUNCILMEMBERS

State Representative Brenda Gilmore addresseddimem@sion regarding Item #5, 2008S-150U-03, Pads&we. She
briefly explained her support for affordable hogsirowever, expressed issues with the volume ofd®hsing proposed for
the area. She spoke of the negative affectstteadevelopment would have on the community andestgd either an
indefinite deferral or disapproval.

Councilmember Harrison spoke in opposition to It&n 2008S-150U-03, Park Preserve. He briefly emplhthe position
he had received from his constituents regardingtbposal, and stated that he too was not in faf/tre development. He
spoke of issues such as poor infrastructure, oserded schools, property values, and stormwaterreleested that the
Commission either defer the project indefinitelydisapprove it in order to provide additional tiseethat he and his
constituents could meet with the owners to reviesventire project planned for this area.

Councilmember Hunt spoke in opposition to Item 28)8S-150U-03, Park Preserve. He spoke of the suoflaffordable
housing units already located in this area of Nélghand the need to place any additional unitedighout other parts of the
city. He spoke of the negative impacts this typeausing generally has on communities and reqdebgg the Commission
deny the request.

Councilmember Tygard explained his sponsorshiperhi I#2, 2008CP-013-03, Amendment No. 9, Antiocleftriake
Community Plan and Item #3, 2008SP-023U-13, BakartoHe stated he was present at the meetingtémlte any
concerns the constituents had regarding the twogsas and would propose amendments, if necessaogncilmember
Tygard then addressed the Commission regarding#&r2008S-150U-03, Park Preserve.

Councilmember Durbin addressed the Commission dagygittem #1, 2008S-125U-10, Michalena Subdivisibte stated he
held a community meeting regarding the proposaldaredto its failure to meet lot comparability, aslvas other technical
requirements of the overlay, that he is recommanttiat the Commission follow the staff's recommeiataand disapprove
the request.

V. PUBLIC HEARING: ITEMS REQUESTED TO BE DEFER RED OR WITHDRAWN

Mr. Kleinfelter announced, “As information for oaudience, if you are not satisfied with a decisitade by the Planning
Commission today, you may appeal the decision hiyigueing for a writ of cert with the Davidson CoyrChancery or
Circuit Court. Your appeal must be filed within 68ys of the date of the entry of the Planning Céssion’s decision. To
ensure that your appeal is filed in a timely manaad that all procedural requirements have bednptease be advised that
you should contact independent legal counsel.”

VI. PUBLIC HEARING: CONSENT AGENDA

FINAL PLANS

6. 2008S-147G-06 A request for final plat apprdvatreate three lots on property -Approve w/conditions
located at 8281 Collins Road.

7. 2008S-151U-10 A request for final plat appraeatreate two lots on property located at 2113 @hdale Drive.

- Approve with conditions, including a variance fran the sidewalk requirement and the lot
width requirement.
OTHER BUSINESS
8. Contract between The TMA Group and the Nashidb&idson County MPC on behalf of the Nashville AMPO for
Public Outreach activities in support of transpiotaplanning services
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9. Contract between the Regional Transportatiorhéitty and the Nashville-Davidson County MPC onddébf the
Nashville Area MPO for regional transit planning\véees

10. Contract between the Nashville MetropolitanniBisAuthority and the Nashville-Davidson County ®Bn behalf of
the Nashville Area MPO for short-range regionahsiiplanning services

11. Contract between the Greater Nashville Regi@oaincil and the Nashville-Davidson County MPC ehdf of the
Nashville Area MPO for Multi-Modal Planning and Rigdnvolvement activities

13. An Employee Contract Renewal for Kathryn Wither

Mr. Gotto moved, and Mr. Clifton seconded the motiwhich passed unanimously, to approve the Corfsgenda as
presented.(6-0-1) Dalton - Abstained

VIl.  PUBLIC HEARING: PREVIOUSLY DEFERRED ITEMS AND ITEMS ON PUBLIC
HEARING

1. 2008S-125U-10
Michalena Subdivision
Map: 104-16 Parcel: 272
Green Hills/Midtown Community Plan
Council District 18 — Keith Durbin
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request for final plat approval to create twaslahd a variance from the lot comparability requieat of the Subdivision
Regulations on property located at 1705 Beechwoashue, approximately 300 feet west of Oakland e (0.4 acres),
zoned RS7.5 and located within the Belmont-Hillebeighborhood Conservation Overlay, requestedéfjrey and
Michelle Rencher, owners, Advantage Land Surveysogyeyor.

Staff Recommendation: Disapprove

APPLICANT REQUEST -Final Plat

A request for final plat approval to create twaslahd a variance from the lot comparability requigats of the Subdivision
Regulations on property located at 1705 BeechwoeoehAe, approximately 300 feet west of Oakland Aeefu4 acres),
zoned Single-Family Residential (RS7.5) and locat#din the Belmont-Hillsboro Neighborhood Conseiga Overlay.

ZONING
RS7.5 District - RS7.%equires a minimum 7,500 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
4.94 dwelling units per acre.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS

History The request was deferred from the August 28, 2BGBning Commission meeting at the request offipticant.
The Public Hearing was closed and, as part of #ferchl, the Planning Commission requested thaeadvHistoric Zoning
Commission (MHZC) staff member be present at the hearing to provide additional information regagithe MHZC
decision about this property.

Subdivision Details The plan calls for the creation of two lots fromeatisting lot located at 1705 Beechwood Avenue.
Currently, the existing lot contains two individuakidential structures with the original structtnmting on Beechwood
Avenue and what appears to be a renovated gardbe tear. While two residential structures arepgsmitted on one lot
within a single-family residential district, Metrecords indicate that the rear structure is a lagatonforming use.

In order to meet the requirements for minimum Ipé ind accommodate the existing structure, thécapp initially
submitted a plat with Lot 1 being approximatelyfdét wide and Lot 2 approximately 60 feet wide.e finoposed lot line
angled toward the west to ensure that Lot 1 wésaat 7,500 square feet in area. Lot 1 did nott he¢eomparability for
frontage and the existing building was less thaSlfieet from the property line, resulting in a-sténdard setback

Metro Historic Zoning Commission Decision This property is within the Belmont-Hillsboro Ngiborhood Conservation
Overlay. The plat submitted assumed that theiagistouse fronting onto Beechwood Avenue would lienraplace.
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The applicant requested that the MHZC permit thistimg house fronting onto Beechwood Avenue toddeaated 10 feet to
the west. The MHZC is required to approve relarabf the house because that Commission must appioy construction
within the adopted Neighborhood Conservation Oyeiatrict. If the MHZC allowed the house to be wed, then both
lots would have sufficient frontage to meet lot @arability standards. If the MHZC would not apprdlie move, a recently
adopted ordinance (BL2007-45) gives the MHZC ththarity to determine setbacks for properties withistoric overlay
districts. The MHZC could approve a reduced sitback.

At its meeting on August 20, 2008, the MHZC conegdeeapplicant’s requests to move the house and feduced side yard
setback. The staff of the MHZC analyzed the predagibdivision and concluded that:

“The proposed subdivided plat would produce twosually shaped parcels, where frontage at the stedtalley on each
separate parcel differ by 15 feet. Lots within ¢hetrict are almost universally rectangular in gfea Additionally, the staff
has calculated the average lot width on both the&ttsgide of the block and within a radius of 20&tfemitting 1705
Beechwood in the calculations. On the south sfdeeoblock (10 parcels) the average lot width dgu8.6 feet. Within a
radius of 200 feet of the parcel (33 parcels) therage lot width equals 60.2 feet.

“After analyzing the lot widths and their affect tire established pattern and rhythm of existingohis buildings on the
same and opposite sides of a street, staff featdltle reduction in side setback to allow for adiutsion of the parcel is not
compatible with other parcels in the district, athérefore does not meet the applicable design djnige Staff recommends
disapproval of the application as submitted.”

The MHZC disapproved both the request to move thesé on the existing lot and the request for redisade setback for
proposed Lot 2.

Revised Final PlatBased on the decision of the MHZC, the applicabtistted a revised plat to allow for a 5 foot side
setback to accommodate the existing structurearder to meet the requirements for minimum lot $ieproposed lot line
is off-center on the property, with Lot 1 approxielg 37 feet wide and Lot 2 approximately 62 feaenvat Beechwood
Avenue. At approximately 90 feet the proposedita angles toward the west to ensure that Lot7,560 square feet in
area.

Lot Comparability Section 3-5 of the Subdivision Regulations requihes new lots in areas previously subdivided and
predominantly developed are to be generally in kegewith the lot frontage and lot size of the eixigtsurrounding lots.

A lot comparability analysis was performed andgeel the following information:

Lot Comparability Analysis
Street: Requirements:
Minimum lot size (sq{ Minimum lot frontage
ft.): (linear ft.):
Beechwood| 6,936.09 46.56
As proposed, the 2 new lots will have the followargas and street frontages:
. Lot 1: 7,525 sq. ft., (0.1728 acres), with approiaty 37 linear ft. of frontage on Beechwood Avenue
. Lot 2: 9,890 sq. ft., (0.2271 acres), with approxiety 62 linear ft. of frontage on Beechwood.

Lot 1 fails for frontage by approximately nine fe&¥hile the Subdivision Regulations do allow faceptions to the
minimum area and frontage when certain requiremengsnet, this plat does not meet any of the requénts for an
exception.

Variance from Lot Comparability The applicant has requested a variance from thaoloparability requirement.
Variances from the Subdivision Regulations may faated by the Planning Commission if the Commiséioas that
extraordinary hardship or practical difficulties ymasult from strict compliance with the regulatpand that the variance
will not have the effect of nullifying the intenbd purpose of the regulations. The Planning Conionissiust make findings
based upon the evidence presented to it in eadlifispease that:

1. The granting of the variance shall not be detriraktat the public safety, health, or welfare or figus to other
property or improvements in the neighborhood inclitthe property is located.
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2. The conditions upon which the request for a vagasdased are unique to the property for whichvereance is
sought and are not applicable generally to othepety.

3. Because of the particular physical surroundingapshor topographical conditions of the specificparty
involved, a particular hardship to the owner woslult, as distinguished from a mere inconvenieifitkee strict
letter of these regulations were carried out.

4, The variance shall not in any manner vary fromgfavisions of the adopted General Plan, includiagonstituent
elements, the Major Street Plan, or the Zoning God#&letropolitan Nashville and Davidson County (fiagy
Code).

If the structure could be moved further to the wheh the new lot line could be drawn in a way thauld allow both lots to
meet the comparability requirement.

ANALYSIS Planning Staff recommends disapproval of theiagpt's request for a variance from the lot compits
requirements and the final plat. While the MHZ@&Tision to not allow the house facing Beechwoodrie to be moved
arguably creates a unique hardship that may suppatiance from the comparability requirements,résulting narrow lot
and irregular lot line are not consistent with dverall lot pattern of the area or along BeechwAgdnue.
STORMWATERRECOMMENDATION  Approved

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No Exception Taken

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends disapproval of this request teedot 1 does not meet lot
comparability requirements.

Mr. Swaggart presented and stated that staff mmerending disapproval.

Mr. Clifton addressed the issue of hardship that mantioned and offered that it could be the resfuthe interplay of the
various regulations adopted for this area.

Mr. Tyler requested that the issue of moving thetgant of the house be addressed.

Mr. George Guase, Historic Zoning Commission stagimber, briefly explained the guidelines that wesed to determine
whether or not the moving of the structure woulchpty with the Belmont Hillsboro Conservation Ovstla

Mr. Gee acknowledged the explanation given by Mause, however, asked that he provide additionafimétion on the
moving of contributing structures located withioc@servation overlay as opposed to moving a carttrig structure located
outside a conservation overlay and how the stasdaodild apply to each scenario.

Mr. Gause explained this concept to the Commission.

Mr. Gee stated that although he didn't agree wlitbfahe standards used to determine the finahguon this application, he
would support the staff’'s recommendation.

Mr. Gotto spoke on the issue of the erroneousrlditg was written by a Metro Historic Zoning stafémber. He expressed
concern with the chain of events that resulted ftobenletter and it was his anticipation that thetbtic Zoning Commission
could re-review the situation and possibly provaaealternate ruling on the application.

Ms. LeQuire requested additional clarification be toss of integrity by moving a contributing sture.

Mr. Gause explained this concept to the Commission.

Mr. Gotto moved and Mr. Clifton seconded the motiwhich passed unanimously, to disapprove Final 288S-125U-10
as recommended by staff7-0)

Resolution No. RS2008-202

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsisn that 2008S-125U-10 BISAPPROVED. (7-0)”
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VIIl. PUBLIC HEARING: COMMUNITY PLANS

2. 2008CP-013-09
Amendment Number 9 Antioch-Priest Lake CommunignP
Antioch/Priest Lake Community Plan
Council District 28 — Duane A. Dominy
Staff Reviewer: Cindy Woods, Kathryn Withers

A request to amend the Antioch-Priest Lake Comnyurian: 2003 Update by changing from ResidentiatiMedium
Density (RLM) and Commercial Mixed ConcentratiorMC) Policies to T3 Suburban Potential Open Spa&RDS), T3
Suburban Neighborhood Evolving (T3 NE) and T3 SbharMixed Use Corridor (T3 CM) Community Charad®eticies
for an area along the west side of Antioch Pikeveeh Ezell Road and Haystack Lane.

Staff Recommendation: Approve

APPLICANT REQUEST A request to amend thentioch-Priest Lake Community Plan: 2003 Updayechanging from
Residential Low-Medium Density (RLM) and Commerdi¢éiked Concentration (CMC) Policies to T3 Suburlpatential
Open Space (T3 POS), T3 Suburban Neighborhood Exp(¥3 NE) and T3 Suburban Mixed Use Corridor 1g)
Community Character Policies for an area alongabst side of Antioch Pike between Ezell Road angskéck Lane.

Existing Policies

Residential Low Medium (RLM) - RLM policy is intended to accommodate residente@alelopment within a density range
of two to four dwelling units per acre. The predoamt development type is single-family homes,@ltjh some
townhomes and other forms of attached housing reagpipropriate.

Commercial Mixed Concentration (CMC) - CMC policy is intended to include Medium HighHiigh density residential,
all types of retail trade (except regional shoppimls), highway-oriented commercial services,aeffi, and research
activities and other appropriate uses with thesatlonal characteristics.

Proposed Policies

T3 Suburban Potential Open Space(T3 POS)I3 Open Space policy is intended to preserve ahdrmce existing open
space in suburban areas. T3 Suburban Open Spacg iRoludes public parks and may also include gievand held in
conservation by land trusts and private groupsdividuals. A variation of T3 Suburban Open Spad&-Potential

Suburban Open Spaeemay also be utilized to create open space hytifgiang areas that should be used for suburbamope
space in the future.

T3 Suburban Neighborhood Evolving (T3 NE) -T3 NE policy is intended to create suburban neighbods that are
compatible with the general character of classbugoan neighborhoods as characterized by theidibgilform, land use
and associated public realm, with opportunitieshfmusing choice and improved pedestrian, bicyctevahicular
connectivity. The resulting development patterth have higher densities than classic suburbanhibeithoods and/or
smaller lots sizes, with a broader range of housipgs providing housing choice. This reflectssbarcity of easily
developable land (without sensitive environmengatdires) and the cost of developing housing - ehgéls that were not
faced when the original classic, suburban neightitk were built.

T3 Suburban Mixed Use Corridor (T3 CM) -T3 CM policy is intended to enhance suburban mixse corridors by
encouraging a greater mix of higher density regideand mixed use development along the corriglaging commercial
uses at intersections with residential uses betigersections; creating buildings that are confghativith the general
character of suburban neighborhoods; and a stesggrithat moves vehicular traffic efficiently wdhhihccommodating
sidewalks, bikeways, and mass transit.

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION Planning staff conducted three meetings in the Baka neighborhood on the west
side of Antioch Pike in June and July of 2008 rdgay the proposed plan amendment and associateifigfdan (SP)
rezoning (see case number 2008SP-023U-13 on taread

Notification of community meetings as well as trep@mber 25, 2008, public hearing were publishetkinspapers and
posted on the Planning Department’s website. Flgareouncing the community meetings were sent tpgitg owners
throughout the community. Additionally, email ogrgar mail was periodically sent to an expandisgdif participants. An
estimated 50-plus individuals participated in thegess.
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MAJOR ISSUES The portion of the Bakertown neighborhood thairigposed for plan amendment and SP rezoning is
primarily single-family detached housing with aeaiof aging mobile homes and some garden apartrimethts southern
part of the study area. During the Bakertown plagmpirocess, the community stakeholders sharedttimights about the
difficulties of maintaining a single-family owneceoupied residential environment directly oppositeaative industrial area
along a busy arterial street. They also expresssites to have a pedestrian-friendly, “main-street/ironment featuring
convenient retail opportunities that are lackinghis area, and they were willing to consider @ddil housing opportunities
to support that retail and provide a buffer to tmaining single-family neighborhood to the wesfafioch Pike. They
cited as models for their envisioned redeveloproétiie eastern edge of their neighborhood (the alaendment and SP
area) such places as Lenox Village and Hill Center.

This led staff to propose a combination of Commug@iharacter policies, all tailored to fit the sufsam environment. T3
Suburban Mixed Use Corridor Policy is proposed glthe frontage of the west side of Antioch Pika tbepth that is
adequate to accommodate one- to three-story migedlevelopment and associated parking that is soemshared with
adjacent planned mixed housing. Behind the T3 SwduMixed Use Corridor area is a transitional afeg3 Suburban
Neighborhood Evolving, which not only provides aléhng form transition between the mixed use adeagAntioch Pike,
but also provides needed additional residents {tops”) to the anticipated new businesses. An afé8 Suburban
Potential Open Space is proposed for the existiag af mobile homes towards the southern end aoftity area, which
features steep topography and floodplain. If itncdrbe secured as permanent open space, this gitejosed to be
redeveloped in accordance with T3 Suburban Mixeel Carridor policy with a significant open space poment.

PLAN AMENDMENT  The recommended plan amendment is as follows:
Amendment No. 9 to the Antioch-Priest Lake CommuRitan: 2003 Update :

The Antioch-Priest Lake Community Plan: 2003 Updatbereby amended by:

1. Adding the following text to the “Structure Plarédion that begins on page 15 after the list ai&@tre Plan Land
Use Policies and deleting the final sentence dfgkation; and
2. Changing Figure 3, Sheet 4 of 8 to reflect the @mmmunity Character Policies for the Bakertown Adraent

Area as shown on Figure 1 of this Attachment A.

Community Character Plan

The Community Character Plan is similar to the @trte Plan in that it is intended to guide the fetdevelopment of the
areas within the Antioch-Priest Lake Community taiet it applies. The Community Character Plan isrided to be the
eventual successor to the Structure Plan, gradieglgcing Structure Plan land use policies witim@anity Character
Policies through plan amendments and regular contgnplan updates. The Community Character Poliai@sshown on the
same maps as the Structure Plan policies. This éimemnt to the Antioch-Priest Lake Community Plathis first application
of the Community Character Policies.

The Community Character Plan is based on the CoritynGharacter Policies contained in tBemmunity Character
Manual which was adopted by the Planning Commission ogust 14, 2008. Théommunity Character ManugCCM) is
a functional plan component of Nashvill€sncept 2010: A General Plan for Nashville and @aan CountyThe CCM
has three main functions:

. to explain and institute the Community Charactdidies that will be applied in each Community Plan;
. to provide direction for the creation of implemeida tools such as zoning; and
. to help shape the form and character of open spatghborhoods, centers, corridors and districthiwi

communities.
The CCM replaces theand Use Policy Applicatio(LUPA) document, on which the Community Plan StiwetPlans were
based. As Community Plans are updated, Detaileip&dans are created, and plan amendments aretakele, Land Use
Policies will be replaced with Community Charad®eficies. Until the Community Plan or Detailed @gsPlan is updated
or amended, the existing Land Use Policies willagmn effect.

Complete descriptions of these Community Chardetdicies may be found in the CCM located at
http://www.nashville.gov/mpc/ccm_manual.htAny variations to the Community Character PoBdieund in the CCM that
pertain to the numbered areas to which they arbeapgare noted below.

T3 Suburban Potential Open Space
T3 Suburban Potential Open Space Policy is appliettea 13.T3.POS.1. The alternate policy for risa is T3 Mixed Use
Corridor, 13.T3.CM.1. Even if the site is developedccordance with T3 Mixed Use Corridor policysubstantial amount
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of usable and focal open space needs to be inclvidbih the development, and sensitive treatmenheffloodplain and
steep slopes that exist on the site is necessheymiaximum density for this area is 20 dwellingtsipier acre.

T3 Suburban Neighborhood Evolving

T3 Suburban Neighborhood Evolving Policy is applied\rea 13.T3.NE.1. The maximum density for thisaais 20
dwelling units per acre.

T3 Suburban Mixed Use Corridor

T3 Suburban Mixed Use Corridor Policy is applieddtea 13.T3.CM.2. The maximum density for this asea0 dwelling
units per acre.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends approval of the proposed plan dment.

[Note: Items #2 and #3 were heard by The MetropnlPlanning Commission together. See Item #3 foore and
resolutions.]

IX.  PUBLIC HEARING: SPECIFIC PLANS

3. 2008SP-023U-13
Bakertown
Maps: 134-15, 148-00, 148-02, 148-03
Parcels: various
Antioch/Priest Lake Community Plan
Council District 28 — Duane A. Dominy
Staff Reviewer: Kathryn Withers

A request to rezone from R8, R10, and CS zoningiclis to SP-MU zoning to create a new specifioptaown as
"Bakertown Specific Plan" for properties along Axth Court, Antioch Pike, Bakertown Road, CherokeerG Cherokee
Hills Drive, Cherokee Place, Ezell Road, Gassevd&riHaystack Lane, Jansing Drive, Luna Drive, R&tére, and Spann
Court (87.79 acres), to establish development gdstandards, and regulate land uses, requestdobbyetro Planning
Department, sponsored by Councilmember Charlie yga

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions, sulgct to approval of the associated Community Plan Fioy
Amendment

APPLICANT REQUEST - Preliminary SP

A request to rezone from One and Two-Family Regide(R8 and R10), and Commercial Service (CS) zgmlistricts to
Specific Plan — Mixed Use (SP-MU) zoning to creatgew specific plan known as "Bakertown SpecifnPIfor properties
along Antioch Court, Antioch Pike, Bakertown Ro&therokee Court, Cherokee Hills Drive, Cherokee &|&zell Road,
Gasser Drive, Haystack Lane, Jansing Drive, LuriseDRader Drive, and Spann Court (87.79 acregstablish
development and sign standards, and regulate Isesl u

Existing Zoning
R8 District-R8requires a minimum 8,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings and duplexesiat
overall density of 5.79 dwelling units per acreliring 25% duplex lots.

R10 District-R10requires a minimum 10,000 square foot lot andtisnided for single -family dwellings and duplexeara
overall density of 4.63 dwelling units per acreluming 25% duplex lots.

CS District -Commercial Servide intended for retail, consumer service, finahcestaurant, office, self-storage, light
manufacturing and small warehouse uses.

Proposed Zoning

SP-MU District -_Specific Plan-Mixed Uss a zoning District category that provides fodiéidnal flexibility of design,
including the relationship of streets to buildinggsprovide the ability to implement the specifietals of the General Plan.
ANTIOCH/PRIEST LAKE COMMUNITY PLAN

Existing Policies

Residential Low Medium (RLM) - RLM policy is intended to accommodate residerd@elopment within a density range
of two to four dwelling units per acre. The predoamt development type is single-family homes,@ltjh some
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townhomes and other forms of attached housing reapipropriate.

Commercial Mixed Concentration (CMC) - CMC policy is intended to include Medium HighHigh density residential,
all types of retail trade (except regional shoppimalls), highway-oriented commercial services,oaf§, and research
activities and other appropriate uses with thesatlonal characteristics.

Proposed Policies

T3 Suburban Potential Open Space (T3 POS)T3 POS policy is intended to preserve and enharising open space in
suburban areas. T3 Suburban Open Space Policydeshublic parks and may also include private lald in conservation
by land trusts and private groups or individualszakiation of T3 Suburban Open Spac&3-Potential Suburban Open
Space- may also be utilized to create open space btifgieng areas that should be used for suburbam espace in the
future.

T3 Suburban Neighborhood Evolving (T3 NE)T3 NE policy is intended to create suburban neighoods that are
compatible with the general character of classbugoan neighborhoods as characterized by theidipgilform, land use
and associated public realm, with opportunitieshimusing choice and improved pedestrian, bicyctevahicular
connectivity. The resulting development patterth have higher densities than classic suburbanhib&idhoods and/or
smaller lots sizes, with a broader range of housipgs providing housing choice. This reflectssbarcity of easily
developable land (without sensitive environmenrgatdres) and the cost of developing housing - ehgéls that were not
faced when the original classic, suburban neightitk were built.

T3 Suburban Mixed Use Corridor (T3 CM) - T3 CM policy is intended to enhance suburbanealidse corridors by
encouraging a greater mix of higher density regideand mixed use development along the corriglaging commercial
uses at intersections with residential uses betigersections; creating buildings that are confpativith the general
character of suburban neighborhoods; and a stesggrithat moves vehicular traffic efficiently wdhihccommodating
sidewalks, bikeways, and mass transit.

Consistent with Policy?Yes. As discussed in the accompanying staff répothe plan amendment, the proposed
community character policies were chosen basetd®dévelopment models that the community parti¢cgpatentified as
desirable for their neighborhood. The proposedm@®eéments that vision and the proposed policies.

PLAN DETAILS The request for this SP was prompted by the diffiesiof maintaining a single-family, owner occugie
residential environment directly opposite an acihdustrial area along a busy arterial street pigssure to rezone to a
commercial district. The resulting SP is the picichf a series of three community meetings helithénBakertown
Community in June and July. At those meetings ctiramunity expressed a desire for a pedestriandiye'main-street”
environment featuring convenient retail opport@stihat are lacking in this area and a willingriessonsider additional
housing opportunities to support that retail. Tinalfconcept and development scenario was presémtbé community on
July 31. The draft document has been posted fdigrdview on the Planning Department website arlobtéh the Southeast
and Thompson Lane Libraries since August 18.

The site currently consists of single-family hondisplexes, apartments, mobile homes and vacantlgaMost of the land
is part of various phases of the Cherokee HillsdBtiion, which was developed in the 1960s whenidaft Pike was a two-
lane road. At that time, the land opposite Anti®ke from Cherokee Hills was zoned for office. Taie 1990s brought
industrial zoning, which seemed a logical conclogjoven the close proximity to the Nashville Intational Airport and
Interstate 24, however, no consideration was givehe effect on the single-family homes on thetwgete of Antioch Pike.
Today, the industrial area to the east of Antioike s occupied by a waste transfer facility, acking terminal, a check
printing facility, and a quarry. Antioch Pike idane arterial roadway. The frontage of Anti®&tke is no longer a
sustainable location for single-family homes dughtcurrent development and traffic pattern.

GoalsThe plan is intended to implement development gaalsed at through the community meeting procédse goals of
the SP are:

- To develop a mixed center of activity containinggmminantly commercial and mixed-use developmentgl
Antioch Pike with a character that sets it aparfitypical strip development along Antioch Pike.

= To provide safe, convenient vehicular movement,iatd of, and within the study area, while mainitagna
pedestrian and bicycle-friendly environment.
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- To provide meaningful open spaces on the propartyisual relief for people working or shopping viithhe study
area as well as for passive recreation for thoselive within the area.

- To create a non-commercial transition between cortialedevelopment along Antioch Pike and the neggiry
single family residential development behind.

- To seamlessly integrate housing into the overaleligment that is sensitive to existing residerd&lelopment in
the neighborhood.

. To connect residential development, shopping apgases of work, open spaces, and other pointstofigy
through a system of sidewalks and bike lanes.

- To encourage the use of public transit in the asemaking transit convenient, safe, and comfortable

- To provide parking for those who live, work, anaghn the study area in a manner that does notmaihe
street and is sensitive to the pedestrian enviroume

- To apply a water quality concept that protects emldances the existing natural integrity of the. site
= To soften the visual impact of new development provide a greater level of comfort for pedestrians.
= To assist those who live, work, and shop within$tfearea in finding destinations, while preventiisgial clutter

that threatens traffic safety and is harmful todppearance of the community.

Structure of the PlanThe SP district establishes development and samards, and regulates land uses for properties
contained within SP boundaries. The developmentstals include urban design standards (addredsinglation of the
building to the street and to open space) and na@harchitectural design standards. The SP distridivided into three
separate subdistricts that reflect the characteaoh section. These subdistricts are identifiethaps contained in the SP
document. Within each subdistrict, the followisgues are addressed:

. Development guidelineexplain the urban design intent of the SP distRature development is intended to be
consistent with the development guidelines, buy tire not regulatory in nature.
. System regulationsaddress transportation, parking, access, streetssgmage, and landscaping and buffering.

For each category, goals and standards are providhedgoals describe the intent of the SP for egstem and the
standards provide the framework to achieve thesgddle standards are regulatory for each subdisimit future
development within the SP district must be consistéth them.

. Building standards set requirements for height, physical configuratemd urban design that are required for
structures within the SP district. Many differewiltding types are permitted within each subdisttictt there are
requirements that new buildings within the SP distnust meet. The standards are presented thitexgghgraphic
representations, and photographic examples ofibg#dconsistent with the standards. The standaedsegulatory
for each subdistrict and future buildings withie tBP must be consistent with them.

. Land Usesestablish the permitted and excluded land usesdoln subdistrict. The permitted and excluded land
uses are regulatory for each subdistrict and fullerelopment within the SP district must be cossitstvith them.

In addition to the specific standards for each @ihidt, the SP includes general sign standardsaaciiitectural standards in
a separate section.

. Sign standardsare regulatory and all future development withig portion of the SP must be consistent with
them.
. Architectural standards set requirements for materials, configurations teetiniques, without dictating style.

Sub-districts The SP is divided into three subdistricts thatdiséinct, yet blend together to create a completaraunity
that includes opportunities for shopping, a widegeof dwelling types, bike and pedestrian frierathgets and sidewalks,
and community open space. The plan requires mostlgential uses along the perimeter of the SPhagakisting
neighborhood residential uses, and requires a @stape buffer to create an appropriate transitimm the more intense
development along Antioch Pike. Small open sp§garks, greens, squares, plazas) are integratedhatoverall open
space system.
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. Subdistrict 1 is the pedestrian friendly “main street” distriahd contains the broadest mix of building types and
intensity. Building types included are: mixed-usel aommercial, live/work, townhouse, townhouse txstacked
flats (multi-family), and courtyard flat types obbsing units. Parking is preferred to be behinbeside buildings,
but because of the suburban location, one row iipgis allowed in front of buildings in the Subtfict. Building
heights are 1 to 3 stories. Land uses controlgm@oyed to exclude commercial uses that are nmigremMay
oriented in nature and would not be compatible withneighborhood vision — automotive uses, pavepshadult
video, bar/nightclub, heavy equipment, warehoustes Additionally, a maximum 5,000 square feetrstaurants
has been added to ensure they remain neighborivatets

. Subdistrict 2 is the more intense residential district intendedreate “rooftops” to support the mixed-use and
commercial businesses in SubdistricBulilding types in this area include stacked flatsyrtyard stacked flats,
townhouse, townhouse courts, and manor housediBgiheights are 1 to 3 stories.

- Subdistrict 3 is the least intense residential distrintended to blend back into the single family néigthood
behind the SPBuilding types in this area include townhouse, theuse courts, manor house, cottages, and cottage
courts. Building heights are 1 to 3 stories.

When do the provisions of the SP apply?The SP was crafted to ensure that new developmiginitvits boundaries is not
discouraged by applying new standards to relatim@hor development permit applications. The degjgidelines, system
regulations, building standards, land uses, ambgjg standards apply to all property located withenSP district, except
that modifications to existing single and two faymiésidences shall be exempt from the system régnta

Otherwise, the system regulations and buildingdaedsts contained in the SP district apply when:

. The value of any one building permit is twenty-fipercent, or the value of multiple building perndtging any
five year period is fifty percent of the value dfimprovements on the lot prior to application foe building
permit; or

. The total building square footage of any one exjoemis twenty-five percent, or the total buildingusre footage of

multiple expansions during any five-year periofifty percent, of the total building square footaafeall
improvements on the lot prior to improvement.

The “value of all improvements on the lot priorajeplication for the building permit” initially wilbe determined by
reference to the official records of the Davidsaufty Assessor of Property. If the improvementshanlot currently meet
Metro Code standards, then the owner may, at tpion, submit a commercially acceptable estimétb@replacement
cost of the improvements, which may be used adtamate method to determine their value.

All signage provisions contained in this SP shpplg to all sign-related permits. If a non-confongisign is damaged,
however, the issuance of a permit for repairs ¢osign to restore the sign to its pre-damage stk not require
compliance with the standards contained in this SP.

Phasing of DevelopmentA Conceptual Phasing Plan has been included iSkhand serves two purposes — first, it requires
that development must happen along the frontagetbch Pike before taking place within the neighiimod and second, it
ensures that infrastructure improvements take plaedogical, coordinated manner. A recurring essas presented itself
many times over the course of creating this 8 ehange to take place within the neighborhoodill require multiple
property owners to work togethebevelopers and property owners will have to wodether to build streets in a logical
order and in logical pieces. Because of the maffgréint property owners within the SP, and the itude of possibilities

for development proposals, it is not possible toviithe ultimate build out of this community, buistiplan is a guide. As
development proposals are brought forward it iscgrdted that there will be alternatives proposethe phasing plan.
However, any alternative proposal must consider Aalvange to the Conceptual Phasing Plan will effdpining phases.

Access Managemenf Conceptual Access Management Plan has been gxtlicthe SP document to govern the location
of access points on Antioch Pike. Currently, ex@ngle-family home on Antioch Pike has its own drxay curb cuts, in
some instances two curb cuts. Driveways will neeble consolidated to accommodate more intense afaveint without
impacting the safety of Antioch Pike. The Accessligement Plan makes recommendations to removetaimioonvert to
shared driveway with an adjoining property, or ¢ous a new driveway in a new location. All Find? Submittals will be
reviewed against this plan.
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METRO SCHOOL BOARD REPORT
Projected student generationThe projected number of students cannot be detedranthis time. The number of students
will be projected with any final SP site plan tiatludes residential units.

A school capacity calculation was run using a dgwelent scenario of 1200 units. Due to the urbauareaif this proposed
development, the projected student count was getetsing the Urban Infill Factor.

12 Elementary 0 Middle 12 High

Students would attend Uan Elementary School, Matgalien Middle School, and McGavock High Schoblna
Elementary has been identified as being overcrondedever, there is capacity available at anotl@nentary school
within the cluster. McGavock High School has biemtified as being overcrowded, but capacity igilable within an
adjacent cluster. This information is based upata drom the school board last updated May 2008.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION Approved based on no construction being done thithapplication. Any
construction will require additional information.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION Following are PW comments for the Bakertown Comryusypecific plan
(2008SP-023U-13), scheduled for the September@®B RMMPC meeting:

A detailed development plan has not been submiti¢ide Department of Public Works to allow for tigportunity to
review, make engineering decisions, and to proxégemmendations. Any final SP development plahhlreviewed for
technical compliance with the Department of Puldiorks standards and specifications.

A comprehensive traffic study is recommended fa tievelopment plan prior to rezoning. In the aloseof a
comprehensive study, focused traffic studies velrbquired as determined by the Metro Traffic Erginwhen development
occurs. As a minimum, focused studies shall ineld) an analysis of all development rights witthia proposed
development phase, as defined in the SP docunmah{2a any other phases that may impact the egistimd proposed
public infrastructure within the proposed developinghase.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Construction Documents are required and must peoapd prior to any Final
Site Plan approvals

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends that the Bakertown SP be appraitbdconditions. The design of this
community will help realize the vision of the oviérantioch/Priest Lake Community Plan to achievecanplete community
with opportunities to live, work and shop, proviagigequate infrastructure for new development, aedgswe natural
features. This plan creates a community that ispamty walkable, and contains a variety of buildiyyges for all stages of
life. A comprehensive traffic study is not possibtehis time because a detailed development pilkmet be available until
an applicant comes forward with a proposal. In absef this, Staff recommends that the Public Woekgiest for focused
traffic studies as development occurs be adopted.

CONDITIONS
1. All Public Works' conditions and design standaruiglisoe met prior to any final approvals and perisstiance.
Any approval is subject to Public Works' approviaihe construction plans.

2. Focused traffic studies will be required as detagdiby the Metro Traffic Engineer when developnwdurs. As
a minimum, focused studies shall include: (1) aal\yasis of all development rights within the propdskevelopment
phase, as defined in the SP document, and (2)they phases that may impact the existing and pexppablic
infrastructure within the proposed development phas

3. For any development standards, regulations andrezgants not specifically shown on the SP plan @nidtluded
as a condition of Commission or Council approvas, property shall be subject to the standards)atgos and
requirements of the MUL zoning district for Subdist1, and RM20 for Subdistricts 2 and 3 as ofdh&e of the
applicable request or application.

4. Minor modifications to the preliminary SP plan nizgyapproved by the Planning Commission or its desidased
upon final architectural, engineering or site desagd actual site conditions. All modifications k& consistent
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with the principles and further the objectivesiuf tpproved plan. Modifications shall not be péedi except
through ordinance approved by Metro Council thatéase the permitted height of buildings, add nsés
otherwise permitted, or eliminate specific condif®r requirements contained in the plan as addptedgh this
enacting ordinance.

5. The requirements of the Metro Fire Marshal’s Officeemergency vehicle access and adequate waiplysior
fire protection must be met prior to the issuaniceny building permits.

Ms. Withers presented and stated that staff ismeecending approval #008CP-013-09, Amendment Number 9, Antioch-
Priest Lake Community Plan, as well as approvah wiinditions of 2008SP-023U-13, Bakertown Spedétfien.

Mr. Milton Scott, 104 Cherokee Hills Drive spokedpposition to the proposed development.

Ms. Debra Williams, 112 Antioch Court, spoke indawf the proposed development.

Mr. Anthony Tackett, 1517 Antioch Pike, spoke indaof the proposed development.

Ms. Dana Formosa, 1631 Antioch Pike, spoke in fafdhe proposed development.

Ms. Mary Conrad, 521 Spann Court, expressed issiteghe proposed development.

Mr. Dalton acknowledged the concerns mentionechbyrésidents and spoke in favor of the proposechdment. He
explained the area included in the amendment rieg@®vement and that the proposed plan would mbgebmmunity in
a positive direction.

Mr. Clifton requested that staff address the ogjmosihat was mentioned during the public hearing.

Ms. Withers explained the concern mentioned taQbmmission.

Mr. Clifton acknowledged the overall intentionstbé amendment and its purpose to improve the area.

Mr. Gee spoke in favor of the proposed amendmeatdid however, express concerns with the open gparcentages,
street alignments and phasing elements that wehedied in the plan and suggested that staff coatioueview these
components. He briefly explained each of his comee He then requested that the motion includestibenission of his

written comments on the Bakertown SP.

Mr. Gotto acknowledged that Mr. James Weaver suboha letter to the Commission for the record apiested that the
motion also include the review of its contents.

Mr. Kleinfelter offered that staff continues to eesch “trigger provisions” as mentioned in Mr. Wegs letter and he
further stated that once the provisions are fiealjzhe Commission could amend the SP’s that aoiitai provision.

Ms. Withers also offered additional informationttye concerns of the letter.

Ms. LeQuire spoke on the importance of educatimgroanities on community planning. She then requeatilitional
clarification on the phasing element containechimplan.

Ms. Withers explained the phasing element containéde plan.
Mr. Ponder requested that the Commission vote oh iem separately.
2008CP-013-09

Ms. LeQuire moved and Mr. Dalton seconded the mtichich passed unanimously, to approve 2008CPe®1.3-
Amendment Number 9, to the Antioch-Priest Lake Camity Plan: 2003 Updat¢7-0)
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2008SP-023U-13

Mr. Clifton moved, and Ms. LeQuire seconded theiomtwhich passed unanimously, to approve with @@ Zone
Change 2008SP-023U-13, Bakertown SP, includingdimelition that staff consider the comments raisethb
Commissioners and provide further review of thggeir provisions prior to third reading at Coundif-0)

Resolution No. RS2008-203

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsizn that 2008CP-013-09 APPROVED. (7-0)”

Resolution No. RS2008-204

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsizn that 2008SP-023U-13APPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS, including a condition that staff consider the comments raised by the Commissioners and priwle
further review of the trigger provisions prior to t hird reading at Council. (7-0)

The proposed amendment to the SP-MU is consistentitivall Antioch/Priest Lake Community Plan policiesfor the
area.”

X. PUBLIC HEARING: ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS

4, 2008Z-074T
BZA Fee Waiver
Staff Reviewer: David Kleinfelter

A council bill to amend Section 17.40.770 of thetMeZoning Code to waive Board of Zoning AppealZ4B application
fees for councilmembers filing applications on Hebfthe community where the application does Ibetefit an individual
property owner or development, requested by Coomesitber Darren Jernigan..

Staff Recommendation: Because this ordinance dealsth a budgetary matter not related to zoning issus, staff
recommends that the Planning Commission take no affal position on the bill.

APPLICANT REQUEST -A council bill to amend Section 17.40.770 of Metro Zoning Code to waive Board of Zoning
Appeals (BZA) application fees for Councilmembeliad applications on behalf of the community whémne application
does not benefit an individual property owner orelepment.

ANALYSIS

Summary of RequesftThe proposed ordinance would allow a member oMb&o Council to file an application with the
Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) without payment oéthsual fees, if the application is not intendebenefit a single
property owner or development.

Existing Law Section 17.40.770 of the Metro Code states thaBterd of Zoning Appeals “may develop for metro recit
consideration fee schedules appropriate to partaltotally defray costs associated with the pssg®y and review of”
applications that are heard by the BZA. Pursuattiab authority, the BZA has established the folfayfees:

Variance and Special Exception (with constructierl)/10" of one percent of the permit value, plus a signde$10 per 300
linear feet of street frontage;

Variance and Special Exception (with construction)- If no construction is proposed, or the valughef construction is
below a certain amount, then the fee is $100 feidemtial cases (includes permits with values up1i00,000), and $200 for
non-residential cases (includes permits with valye $200,000), plus the sign fee; and

Appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s Ruling $100 plus the sign fee.

Proposed Text ChangeBill BL2008-285 states the following:

“Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of thiscion to the contrary, members of the metropoliamnncil filing
applications with the board of zoning appeals dmalfeof their constituents shall not be requireghéy an application fee,
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provided the purpose of the application is nottfier benefit of an individual property owner or depenent.”

Related Zoning Code ProvisionsSection 17.40.740 of the Code currently includesigions that waive the application
fees for zoning applications initiated by a memtfe€ouncil, if the zoning request would:

1. Rezone property from a greater intensity ragideuse to a lesser intensity residential uge én "R" district to an "RS"
district);

2. Rezone property from an office, commercial,ratustrial district to a residential or residenseigle-family district; or

3. Apply the urban design overlay district, histgoreservation district, neighborhood conservatiisitrict, or urban zoning
overlay district.

The Planning Commission declined to make a recond@té@n to the Council on the ordinances that ewmkittese fee
waivers on the basis that the decision whetheobtacharge the application fees for members afri€d was a matter of
Metro Council policy.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION  Staff recommends that the Commission inform thar@ that it is neither approving
nor disapproving this proposed ordinance. The #ME&wuncil is generally responsible for adopting bnelget that
establishes the income and expenditures for theddelitan Government. Fees that are paid for appbns to the BZA are
deposited into the Metro General Fund and are aoharked for a particular purpose. Whether the Cibisisubject to the
fees normally required for BZA applications appedarbe an issue that should be determined by thed\@ouncil.

Mr. Kleinfelter presented and stated that stafeisommending that the Planning Commission takefficia position on the
bill.

Mr. Gotto moved and Mr. Dalton seconded the motwimich passed unanimously, to take no position@d8Z-074T, BZA
Fee Waiver.(7-0)

Resolution No. RS2008-205

“BE IT RESOLVED byThe Metropolitan Planning Commission took no offical position on 2008Z-074T because this
ordinance deals with a budgetary matter not relatedo zoning issues. (7-0)"

Xl.  PUBLIC HEARING: CONCEPT PLANS

5. 2008S-150U-03
Park Preserve, Ph 1 (Concept Plan)
Map: 060-00 Parcels: 005, 006, 060
Bordeaux/Whites Creek Community Plan
Council District 2 — Frank Harrison
Staff Reviewer: Nedra Jones

A request for concept plan approval to create stetdot subdivision containing 34 lots at 508 &i@ Ewing Drive and
Ewing Drive (unnumbered), approximately 600 feesind Ewing Lane (10.31 acres), zoned RS7.5, regdds/ Nashville
Area Habitat for Humanity Inc., owner, Ragan-Smi$sociates Inc., surveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Concept Plan

A request for concept plan approval to create stetdot subdivision containing 34 single-familydat 508 and 512 Ewing
Drive and Ewing Drive (unnumbered), approximated 6eet west of Ewing Lane (10.31 acres), zoned|8iramily
Residential, RS7.5.

ZONING
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RS7.5 District -RS7.5requires a minimum 7,500 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
4.94 dwelling units per acre. While only 34 lote aroposed, the RS7.5 zoning would permit up tol&64ter lots on 10.31
acres.

History A preliminary plat was previously approved by tHarffing Commission for this property on JanuaryZ®)6, for
46 lots. Since a final plat was not recorded witivo years the preliminary plat expired on Jan2&ry2008.

The Park Preserve PUD, also owned by Habitat fon&hity, is located immediately south of the Parsderve Subdivision,
which proposes a future street connection intdt®. The PUD was approved by Metro Council in 092 for 416
single family lots and 327 multi-family units on@@cres.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS The concept plan proposes to create 34 singleydots within a cluster lot development on
10.31 acres. The cluster lot option contained eNtetro Code allows the applicant to reduce minintoinsizes two base
zone districts from the base zone classificatioR®7.5 (minimum 7,500 sq. ft. lots) to RS3.75 (minm 3,750 sq. ft. lots)
if the plan meets all the requirements of the elukit provisions of the Metro Zoning Code. Thelagant has reduced the
minimum lot sizes by one base zone classificatoR$5 (minimum 5,000 sq. ft. lots) and the propde&girange in size
from approximately 5,000 square feet to 7,600 sg)feet.

Open Space/Landscapingluster lot developments are required to provid@deent usable open space per phase that uses
lot size reduction. The concept plan designatege2dent or 2.45 acres of the site as open spak&ling both passive and
active space with a playfield, and playground emuipt. A standard B-3 landscape buffer is plannedgthe eastern

perimeter of the site to screen the developmem fieighboring property. This area is not countedsable open space.

Sidewalk A five foot sidewalk is planned within the rightway throughout the development.

Access/Street ConnectivityThe plan proposes a new public road that willrsget onto Ewing Drive to the north at
Gwynnwood Drive and extends south ending in a strdet that will eventually connect to the ParksBree PUD. This
PUD, also owned by Habitat for Humanity, is curhenihdeveloped with a stub street connection trmild/tie into Park
Preserve, Phase 1 Concept Plan. There is alst atsaet shown on this concept plan to providearéuconnection to the
west.

PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION
1. The developer's construction drawings shall conapth the design regulations established by the Bepnt of
Public Works. Final design may vary based on fegldditions.

2. Construct Ewing Drive pavement section along priypeontage per standard drawing ST-253. Provagets per
AASHTO / MUTCD standards. Coordinate Ewing Dr impements with road widening at La Vista by Park
Preserve PUD.

3. Construct the site access road at Ewing Drive with entering and two exiting lanes (LT and TH/Ragrewith 75
ft of storage and transitions per AASHTO/MUTCD stards.

4, Lots 1 and 16 shall have no driveway access to gWirive.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved.The lot layout is acceptable; however, the watsclrging from

the pipe between Lots 33 and 34 is not receivitigreatment. This issue must be dealt with attiime of plan submittal to

the MWS Stormwater Division.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION

1. Before a plat for 1 or 2 families can be approvieshg showing water mains, fire hydrants, the preddbw from
the fire hydrant with the highest elevation and tmemote in this project, street access and togddgcaelevations
shall be provided.

2. All dead end roads over 150 ft. in length requid®a ft. diameter turnaround, this includes tempptarnarounds.

3. Temporary T-type turnarounds that last no more thanyear shall be approved by the Fire Marshalfie©

Last printed 10/23/2008 2:10:00 PM 16 of 23



4, No part of any building shall be more than 500dni a fire hydrant via an approved hard surfacd.rddetro
Ordinance 095-1541 Sec: 1568.020 B.

5. Fire Hydrant flow data shall be printed on the pléor the fire hydrant(s) used to protect new catsion for this
project.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends approval with conditions of thecapt plan for the Park Preserve,
Phase 1.

CONDITIONS

1. All development plans shall comply with the conatits and design regulations established by the Drapat of
Public Works.

2. All development plans submitted for approval mustply with the Fire Marshal’s requirements listdubeze.

3. All development plans shall comply with the Stornbevaequirements listed above.

4, Pursuant to 2-3.4.e of the Metro Subdivision Retjuta, if this application receives conditional epl from the

Planning Commission, that approval shall expiresslrevised plans showing the conditions on the dathe
plans are submitted prior to any application féinal plat, and in no event more than 30 days dftereffective date
of the Commission's conditional approval vote.

Ms. Nedra Jones presented and stated that stafésnmending approval with conditions.

Ms. Chris McCarthy, 1006"8Avenue South, spoke in favor of the proposed cotngkan.

Mr. Earl Trent, 725 Ringgold Drive, spoke in oppimsi to the proposed concept plan.

Mr. Marcus Jordan, 2969 Claymille Blvd., spoke pposition to the proposed concept plan.

Mr. Mike Arnold spoke in favor of the proposed ceptplan.

Mr. George Welch of Woodland Street spoke in fasfahe proposed concept plan.

Ms. Wilma Buchanan, 3480 Knight Drive, spoke in ogition to the proposed concept plan.

Ms. Gail Horton, 1006'8 Avenue South, spoke in favor of the proposed congkan.

Ms. Ashley Scott of Hawkins Lane spoke in favotha proposed concept plan.

Mr. Johnnie Reynolds, 1008'&venue South, spoke in favor of the proposed congian.

Mr. Carson Sawyer, 6676 Autumnwood Drive, spokairor of the proposed concept plan.

Ms. Jan Strong-Johnson 3005 Claymille Blvd., spok&pposition to the proposed concept plan.

Ms. Antoinette Welch, 3857 Knight Drive, spoke ipposition to the proposed concept plan.

Mr. Michael Pendleton, 3046 Ewingdale Drive, spokepposition to the proposed concept plan.

Ms. Mandy Wachler, 1006"8Avenue South, spoke in favor of the proposed coinglan.

Mr. Don Klein of Trousdale Lane spoke in favor & tproposed concept plan.

A resident of Claymille Blvd. spoke in oppositianthe proposed concept plan and submitted infoondtr the record.

Mr. Steven Aaron, 525 Ewing Drive, spoke in opgosito the proposed concept plan.
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Mr. Jimmy Hanley, 4600 Indian Summer Drive, spak@pposition to the proposed concept plan.
Mr. Kevin Rodriquez, 4956 Indian Summer Drive, spak opposition to the proposed concept plan.
Ms. D’Artria Ashton, 4620 Setter Court, spoke irpopition to the proposed concept plan.

Mr. Murray Thacker, 710 Moorman’s Arm Road, spok@®pposition to the proposed concept plan.
Mr. George Willis, 1395 Bellevista Blvd., spokedpposition to the proposed concept plan.

Mr. Dwayne Barrett, 424 Cavran, in favor of thegsed concept plan.

Ms. Foy Smith, 1557 Constitution Avenue, spokeppasition to the proposed concept plan.

A resident of 605 Jasmin Drive spoke in favor & groposed concept plan.

Mr. Kwame Lillard, 2014 Buena Vista, spoke in opifios to the proposed concept plan.

Mr. Clifton acknowledged and spoke on the concédidow income housing and its placement within ttdgnmunity. He
also acknowledged the good intentions of the HafstaHumanity organization. As he closed, he ssted that the City
look for more creative ways to incorporate low im@mhousing throughout all areas of the City. Hmtteminded the
Commission that they were being asked to apprauhdivision that met all of its legal requiremeaitsl that they had no
authority to disapprove the request.

Mr. Tyler agreed with the comment that the Citydddurther investigate ways of incorporating laveéme housing
throughout the City and briefly spoke of scattée sievelopment. He then spoke to the issue a¢heity of the entire
proposal. He too acknowledged that the Commissiould have to approve the proposed subdivision met all of the
legal requirements.

Mr. Gee thanked the constituents that offeredstiesi and studies on the issue of low income hguskte then expressed
his concern with the placement of any one largesligament consisting of the same socio-economid kv its affect on
the entire community.

Mr. Gotto thanked the constituents for their comtaenade to the Commission. He then requestedicktion on whether
the site in question had issues associated witdfitains or excess dumping.

Ms. Nedra Jones explained she was not aware di@gplain or dumping issues associated with the si

Mr. Gotto then questioned whether the property lweated in a floodplain.

Ms. Nedra Jones stated that the property was patdd in a floodplain.

Mr. Gotto then requested additional informationvdrether the owner of the property had filed anyitioltbl applications
on any other parcels located in the area.

Ms. Nedra Jones explained that no applicationsbiegah recently filed with the department. She dididver explain there
was a Planned Unit Development located below thegbshat will be reviewed at the Novembef"18eeting, and that
Councilmember Harrison had filed a request to dammezhis parcel (the 34 lot cluster developmenkictv will be heard at
the October 23rd meeting.

Mr. Gotto acknowledged that the Commission was tmigeliberate the 34 unit subdivision, howevepressed concerns
that the planned unit development below the pawmeal in fact tied to the subdivision currently bedigcussed. He spoke of
issues associated with the size of the entire dpweént planned for the area and its affect onnfrastructure as well as the
issue that it would only contain affordable housimits. He then spoke of new urbanism and howatitibutes should be
considered and possibly implemented in these tgpdsvelopment. Mr. Gotto suggested that the Cassimin defer the
proposal for two meetings to allow additional tifoethe constituents and Councilmembers to medt thi¢ owners of the
property in an effort to resolve some of the issagsociated with the development.
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Mr. Gotto moved and Mr. Dalton seconded the motiordefer Concept Plan 2008S-150U-03, Park Prestr@ctober 23,
2008, to allow Nashville Area Habitat for Humanitlye community and the Councilmembers, an oppdstdaireach a
solution to the outstanding issues.

Ms. LeQuire thanked the constituents for theiripgoration in the public hearing as it displays thiaterest in the
development of their community. She spoke in suppithe deferral as it would provide additionah¢ for stakeholders to
meet and discuss what is planned for the entir@ altewvould also allow the opportunity to opendigcussions for all Metro
departments to look at low income housing andlasgment throughout the entire City. She suggdsiethe possibility of
providing low income funding for the redevelopmehexisting structures as opposed to building neuctures. Ms.
LeQuire then asked whether staff had any infornmatio the Planned Unit Development located belowptreel that would
be discussed at the November or December meeting.

Ms. Hammond explained the Zoning Code regulatibas pertain to the review of planned unit developta¢hat were
inactive for six or more years, as well as theeevhat is planned for the Novembef"i8eeting.

Mr. Dalton acknowledged the concerns mentionechkycbnstituents affected by the proposal. He spbkee need to find
a balance that will enhance the community as veetha entire city. He recognized the good interstiof the Habitat
Organization and strongly encouraged that they megétwork with the various communities in whichytlzee proposing
development, in an effort to maintain a good waogkielationship with all.

Mr. Ponder thanked all for their comments and pgudtion regarding this proposal.

Mr. Gotto moved and Mr. Dalton seconded the motinich passed unanimously, to close the publicihgand defer
Concept Plan 2008S-150U-03, Park Preserve, to ©czt) 2008, to allow Nashville Area Habitat forrhlanity, the
community and the Councilmembers, an opportuniteteh a solution to the outstanding iss(e€)

Resolution No. RS2008-206

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comssiizn that the public hearing is closed for 20088103 and it
is DEFERRED to the October 23, 2008, Planning Commigs Meeting to allow Nashville Area Habitat for Humanity,
the Community, and the Councilmembers opportunity 6 reach a solution to the outstanding issues. (7*0)

Xll.  PUBLIC HEARING: FINAL PLATS

6. 2008S-147G-06
Ellen's Subdivision
Map: 155-00 Parcel:104
Bellevue Community Plan
Council District 35 — Bo Mitchell
Staff Reviewer: Brian Sexton

A request for final plat approval to create thrats lon property located at 8281 Collins Road, axiprately 360 feet north
of Highway 100 (1.63 acres), zoned RS20, requédsidernest and Martha Quinn, owners, Randolph CHajpde surveyor.
Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions

APPLICANT REQUEST - Final Plat
A request for final plat approval to create thrats lon property located at 8281 Collins Road, axiprately 360 feet north
of Highway 100 (1.63 acres), zoned Single-FamilgiBential (RS20)

ZONING
RS20 District -RS20equires a minimum 20,000 square foot lot andtisrided for single-family dwellings at a density of
1.85 dwelling units per acre.

SUBDIVISION DETAILS The final plat creates three lots on property ledait 8281 Collins Road. The existing house

and detached garage will remain as will a well ledosated at the rear of the property. Lot 1 corgt@i2,442 square feet and
Lots 2 and 3 contain 20,000 square feet.
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The Fire Marshal has requested that the applicanige hydrant flow data for this property. To dates information has
not been provided.

FIRE MARSHAL RECOMMENDATION One & two family final plat plans must show resutsm fire hydrant(s) flow
test, performed within 6 months with a minimum 600 gpm @ 20 psi available at hydrants, for bugdinp to 3600sq. ft.
to be approved for fire hydrant flow requirements.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION  Approved.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends approval with the condition thatapplicant provide fire hydrant flow
data to the Fire Marshal.

CONDITION Prior to the recording of the final plat, satidfietrequirements of the Fire Marshal.

Approved with conditions, (6-0-onsent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2008-207

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2008S-147G-06 A°PPROVED WITH
CONDITIONS. (6-0-1)

Conditions of Approval:
1. Prior to the recording of the final plat, satisfetrequirements of the Fire Marshal.”

7. 2008s-151U-10
2113 Sharondale
Map: 117-03 Parcel:129
Green Hills/Midtown Community Plan
Council District 25 — Sean McGuire
Staff Reviewer: Jason Swaggart

A request for final plat approval to create twalotcluding a variance for the sidewalk requirenaard the lot width
requirement of the Subdivision Regulations for @rtylocated at 2113 Sharondale Drive, approxime8@D feet east of
White Oak Drive (0.61 acres), zoned SP, requdsydeHL, LLC, owner, Wamble & Associates, surveyor.

Staff Recommendation: Approve with conditions, inaliding a variance from the sidewalk requirement andhe lot
width requirement.

APPLICANT REQUEST -Final Plat

A request for final plat approval to create twaslotcluding a variance from the sidewalk requiretreerd the lot width
requirement of the Subdivision Regulations for gty located at 2113 Sharondale Drive, approxime8@D feet east of
White Oak Drive (0.61 acres), zoned Specific PBR)(

ZONING
Sharondale Drive SP District - Sharondale Drivei8iits the number, size and building coverage uléx units and limits
the size height and building coverage of singleiahmomes for all properties within the SP Dist{tL2007-1485).

SUBDIVISION DETAILS The plan calls for the creation of two lots witkdensity of approximately 3.2 units per acre.
The existing lot is located at 2113 Sharondale ®dhlong the south side of Sharondale Drive just weklillsboro Pike.
The proposed new lots will have the following aread street frontages:

. Lot 1: 10,483 sq. ft., (.24 acres), with 50 lin&aof frontage.
. Lot 2: 15,583 sq. ft., (.36 acres), with 50 lin&aof frontage.

Lot Comparability Section 3-5 of the Subdivision Regulations requttet new lots in areas previously subdivided and

predominantly developed are to be generally in kegwith the lot frontage and lot size of the eixigtsurrounding lots.
Staff performed a lot comparability analysis thigiged the following information:
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Lot Comparability Analysis
Street: Requirements:
Minimum lot size Minimum ot
(sq. ft.): frontage (linear ft.):
Sharondale 8,712 62.61

Both lots pass for area, however both lots failffontage.

Lot Comparability Exception A lot comparability exception can be granted whemaposed lot does not meet the
minimum requirements of the lot comparability aséy(is smaller in lot frontage and/or size) if thew lots would be
consistent with the General Plan. The Planning Cimsion has discretion whether or not to grant dohparability
exception.

The proposed lots meete of the qualifying criteria for the exception to mmparability:

. The proposed lots are consistent with the adopted lise policy that applies to the property. The éoe located in
the Residential Low Medium Density (RLM) land usdigy. RLM policy is intended to accommodate resitial
development within a density range of two to fowmedling units per acre. The predominant developrhgre is
single-family homes, although some townhomes ahdrdbrms of attached housing may be appropriate.

Staff recommends that the exception be grante@ pfbposed lots are consistent with the overaletbgpment pattern in the
area and the density is consistent with the ared4 policy.

Lot Width Variance Section 3-4.2.f of the Subdivision Regulationsuiegg that lot frontage be not less than 25 peroent
the average lot depth (the 4 to 1 rule). To migistrequirement the front property line for Lot bwid need to be at least
49.3 linear feet, and the front property line fat 2 would need to be at least 60.5 feet. Thegseg front property lines are
as follows:

. Lot 1: 50 linear feet
. Lot 2: 50 linear feet.

The applicant has requested a variance from ththwédjuirement for Lot 2. The stated hardshih& the existing lot is
irregularly shaped which makes it impossible fa libt to meet the regulation. The rear propertg kngles sharply away
from the front property line creating a lot thatggdeeper from west to east. This situation isumique to this property as
several lots east of this property share the saaeproperty line. While it is not unique to tpi®perty it is unique to the
few lots located on the south side of Sharondate&dren White Oak Drive and Trinity Presbyterian Gitur Subdivisions on
two of these properties have recently been appramddoth required a variance to the lot width nesgoent.

Since the existing lot is irregularly shaped makirighpossible to meet the width requirement, aindilar variances have
recently been approved on neighboring lots stafdmemends that a variance to the lot width requirgrbe approved.

Sidewalk Variance Section 3-8 of the Metro Subdivision Regulatioeguires the construction of sidewalks on existing
streets or a financial contribution to Metro inulief construction. A sidewalk along the front pedy line along Sharondale
Drive is required with the subdivision.

The applicant has requested a variance from thewsitk requirement. The stated hardship is thatithaage ditch that runs
along the front property line prohibits the constion of a sidewalk. There is a large drainageldihat runs along the south
side of Sharondale Drive from Hillsboro Pike westiding into other streams and ditches that evdigtdeain into Richland
Creek. While the ditch does carry significant amtswof water it has been determined that it isenblue line stream.

The ditch does make sidewalk construction diffi@rt while not impossible, the construction ofdesialk would require

that the ditch be disturbed, and likely piped. tixilsance to the ditch is not appropriate and shoatde encouraged. This
situation is not unique to this property as thetdituns along the front of several other lots eashis property. While it is
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not unique to this property it is unique to thegmwdies located on the south side of Sharondabeelretween White Oak
Drive and Hillsboro Pike. Subdivisions on two bése properties have recently been approved ahd&mtired a variance
to the sidewalk requirement.

Since sidewalk construction would require distudzaaf the ditch and similar variance have beenagat on neighboring
lots, staff recommends that a variance to the siflevequirement be approved.

STORMWATER RECOMMENDATION Approved
PUBLIC WORKS RECOMMENDATION No Exception Taken

STAFF RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends that the final plat be approvetliting an exception to the lot
comparability requirement and a variance from thenidth and the sidewalk requirements of the Suibitin Regulations.

Approved with conditions, including a variance freime sidewalk requirement and the lot width requieat, (6-0-1)
Consent Agenda
Resolution No. RS2008-208

“BE IT RESOLVED by The Metropolitan Planning Comsien that 2008S-151U-10 APPROVED, including a variance
from the sidewalk requirement and the lot width requirement. (6-0-1)"

Xlll. OTHER BUSINESS

8. Contract between The TMA Group and the Nashvilkeddson County MPC on behalf of the Nashville AkéRaO
for Public Outreach activities in support of traoggtion planning services

Approved, (6-0-1)Consent Agenda

9. Contract between the Regional Transportation Atitthend the Nashville-Davidson County MPC on bébékhe
Nashville Area MPO for regional transit planning\éees

Approved, (6-0-1)Consent Agenda

10. Contract between the Nashville Metropolitan TraAsithority and the Nashville-Davidson County MPR leehalf
of the Nashville Area MPO for short-range regiatnahsit planning services

Approved, (6-0-1)Consent Agenda

11. Contract between the Greater Nashville RegionalnCib and the Nashville-Davidson County MPC on bibithe
Nashville Area MPO for Multi-Modal Planning and Rigdnvolvement activities

Approved, (6-0-1)Consent Agenda

12. Commissioners’ Request for Further Study of therBoaic Impacts and Traffic Impacts of Implementihg t
Alternative Development Area Policy in Bells Bend.

Ms. Carlat briefly explained that staff compiletist of questions as suggested by the Commissiatwtiil be used and
included in two independent studies regarding ttezraative development area of the May Town Ceng&hie asked that the
Commission provide their comments on these question

Mr. Ponder requested clarification on the origirthad questions.

Ms. Carlat offered explanation of the originatidrttte questions.

Mr. Ponder suggested that the Commission be giglditianal time to further study the questions anavjile their input by
Friday, October'%.
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It was also suggested to contact those commissioneo were not at the meeting of the deadline dibrrstting their
comments.

Mr. Gee requested clarification on the question thkated to Old Hickory Boulevard and the assuorptd maintain its rural
character.

Ms. Carlat explained this concept to the Commission

Mr. Gee offered his amendment to the question iafort to clarify the question to be studied.
Ms. LeQuire also offered additional edits to thestion related to Old Hickory Boulevard.
Ms. Carlat acknowledged the amendments.

Ms. LeQuire requested clarification on the questitivat related to fiscal impacts.

Mr. Clifton clarified that the studies would incleignore than just the questions that were listedtatiee magnitude of the
proposal.

Ms. LeQuire posed a question that would addresMtheTown Center and any state standards.

Mr. Gee spoke of issues associated with the fundirigidges as well as the funding that is necggsat for the
maintenance of existing bridges and thoroughfanelstiaat the Commission should keep this in minthag try to build and
maintain sustainable communities.

13. An Employee Contract Renewal for Kathryn Withers

Approved, (6-0-1)Consent Agenda

14, Executive Director Reports

15. Legislative Update

XIV. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 7:20 p.m.

Chairman

Secretary

6 The Planning Department does not discriminatehenbasis of age, race, sex, color, national origiligion or
disability in access to, or operation of, its pags, services, and activities, or in its hiringeanployment practices
For ADA inquiries, contact Josie Bass, ADA Comptian Coordinator, at 862-7150 or e-mail her Jat
josie.bass@nashville.gavFor Title VI inquiries contact Shirley Sims-Saldamr Denise Hopgood of Humah
Relations at 880-3370. For all employment-relategpliries call 862-6640.
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